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REQUEST FOR WITHDRAWAL 
AS ATTORNEY OR AGENT 



ApDiication Number 
Filing Date 


1p/n:?Q^Q^l 

Docembor 31 , — 2001 


First Named Inventor 


^.^^n-M^^ ^'TN 


Group Art Unit ^ ^ 


^fi^A 


Examiner Name 


Mr- TiAn Onana Dinh 


Attorney Docket Number 


GIA 117 J 



To: Assistant Commissioner for Patents 

Washington, DC 20231 
1 hereby apply to withdraw as attorney or agent for the above identified patent application 

The reasons for this request are: see attached page. 



RECEIVEI 

DEC 0 5 2002 

GROUP 36q 



1 □ The correspondence address is NOT affected by this Withdrawal. 

2 Change the correspondence address and direct all future correspondence to: 

COR RESPONDENCE ADDRESS ' 

I I Customer Number | "I 
OR 



Place Customer Number 
Bar Code Label here 



Firm or 

Individual Name 



Address 
Address 



City 



Mr. Zhen-Man Lin 



Country 



- Hong Kong - 



State 



ZIP 



p>:.oplAg' p^pnHiir of rhina 



Fax 



I Telephone 

I This request is made on behalf of myself and 

□ the attorneys/agents associated with Customer Number 

I This re quest is enclosed in triplicate (including any attachments). 

vlame 



Attachment to Form PTO/SB/83 

This appHcation (number 10/029,951, filed December 31, 2002) was filed by the firm 
of Rabin & Berdo, P.C., acting on behalf of the inventor via an IP firm in Taiwan. Rabin & 
Berdo received an Office Action dated August 14, 2002 and duly reported it to the Taiwanese 
IP firm. Rabin & Berdo received instructions for responding to the Office Action fi*om the 
Taiwanese IP firm on or about October 14. The instructions included numerous pages of 
conmients, apparently drafted by the inventor and later translated into English, and requested 
that a draft amendment be prepared and sent to the Taiwanese IP firm. 

A draft amendment was prepared by a patent attomey at Rabin & Berdo and sent to 
the Taiwanese IP firm on or about October 25. It included a substitute specification, claim 
revisions, proposed drawing changes, and responses to the rejections and objections in the 
Office Action. On or about November 4, Rabin & Berdo received instructions for extensive 
changes that were demanded by the inventor. Although many of these changes seemed to be 
of questionable wisdom to the Rabin & Berdo attomey, a revised draft amendment was 
prepared and sent to the Taiwanese IP firm on November 13. Since the due-date for 
responding to the Office Action was November 14, the Taiwanese IP firm was advised that 
Rabin & Berdo would obtain an extension of time at no cost to the client if necessary. 
However, on November 14 the Taiwanese IP firm reported that the inventor said that he 
responded himself Subsequent telephone calls to the Examiner revealed that a response had 
indeed been timely received by the PTO on November 13, 2002. 

It is doubtful that the firm of Rabin & Berdo, and the attomeys therein (including two 
who are listed in the power of attomey but who are no longer with the firm), can be effective 
in its representation of an inventor who seeks to conmiunicate directly with the PTO. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that this request to withdraw should be granted. 

The address, telephone number, and fax number of the inventor, as set forth on the 
Form PTO/SB/83, are believed to be correct. If not, we would be happy to provide the 
address of the Taiwanese IP firm, which may have better information. 



